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BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPORATIOP 
c D 

COMMISSIONERS 2005 JAN 27 A 11: 19 
MARC SPITZER - Chairman 
WILLIAM A. MUNDELL 

MIKE GLEASON 
(RISTIN K. MAYES 

Mzona Corporation Commission 

JAN 2 ? 2005 

A7, & O p f k  SI@!: DOCKETED 
~~~~~~~~~T GO lEFF HATCH-MILLER 

N THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF DOCKET NO. W-O1445A-0 
YRIZONA WATER COMPANY, AN 
YRIZONA CORPORATION, TO EXTEND ITS 
ZXISTING CERTIFICATES OF 
ZONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY AT CASA 

DOCKET NO. W-04264A-04-043 8 

4ECESSITY TO PROVIDE WATER SERVICE 

DOCKET NO. S W-04265A-04-0439 

STAFF’S RESPONSE TO ARIZONA 
WATER COMPANY’S MOTION FOR 
PRE-FILED TESTIMONY 

On January 24,2005, Arizona Water Company filed a motion requesting that the Commission 

rder pre-filed testimony in these consolidated cases. On the same day, the Commission, through its 

My authorized Administrative Law Judge, issued its Fifth Procedural Order in these consolidated 

:ases, requiring the filing of a Staff Report and responses thereto, rather than pre-filed testimony. 

:he filing of a Staff Report (and responses to it) is the well-established procedure for certificate of 

,onvenience and necessity cases. Staff sees no reason to depart from this well-established procedure. 

ndeed, Arizona Water Company’s request will only add complexity and difficulty to a case that is 

heady complex and difficult. The purpose of pre-filed testimony is to apprise the parties, the public, 

he Administrative Law Judge and the Commissioners of the filing party’s position on the issues. 

’his same purpose can be achieved with a Staff Report and responses. Accordingly, Staff requests 

. 
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.hat Arizona Water Company's motion be denied. In the event that Arizona Water Company's 

notion is granted, Staff requests that each applicant be directed to file direct testimony 

filing direct testimony. In cases where direct testimony is filed, the applicant is almost always 

-equired to file direct testimony prior to Staff filing direct testimony. 

to Staff 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this a ./d" day of January 2005. 

Attorney, Legal Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
(602) 542-3402 

The original and seventeen (1 7) copies 
if the oregoing were filed this 
37 tA day of January 2005 with: 

locket Control 
4rizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
'hoenix, Arizona 85007 

2opie of the foregoing were mailed this 
27 & day of January 2005 to: 

iobert W. Geake 
dice President and General Counsel 
4rizona Water Company 
'.O. Box 29006 
'hoenix, Arizona 85038-9006 

3ryan Cave LLP 
Two North Central Avenue. Suite 2200 
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Jeffrey W. Crockett 
Snell & Wilmer 
400 E. Van Buren 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2202 
Attorneys for Woodruff Water Company, Inc. 
and Woodruff Utility Company, Inc. 

Raymond S. Heyman, Esq. 
Michael W. Patten, Esq. 
Roshka Heyman & DeWulf 
400 E. Van Buren Street, Suite 800 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 
Attorneys for Pulte Home Corporation 

Denis Fitzgibbons 
Coolidge City Attorney 
71 1 E. Cottonwood, Suite E 
Casa Grande, AZ 85230-1208 

K. Scott McCoy 
Casa Grande City Attorney 
5 10 E. Florence Blvd. 
Casa Grande, AZ 85222 


